The signs in front of the terms ∂ jφjk and h mnj k ∂ j φ mn in Eq. (131), and in front of the surface integral in Eq. (137) should be "−", respectively. The correct forms of these equations are
Consequential errors concern (138), (139), (170)-(173), (223), (246), (249). The correct forms of these equations read
Version 1:
There are also consequential errors in the plots according to Model V1 in Figs. 2-5, 10, 11. The corrected plots are displayed in the remainder of this erratum. All comments pertaining to these figures remain valid, except of the following statement in Sect. 6.4, "It can be seen in Fig. 2 , that . . . to thex-axis, than the corresponding V2 responses". The correct statement reads as follows: "It can be seen in Fig. 2 , that forω = 1.4 theŪ values according to V1 and V2 are larger than those due to the classical solution and that the responses due to V1 are larger than those due to V2. But this is no more true forω = 2; 3; 4. The general tendency which can be stated in all Figs. 2-5 is that, the V2-responses are always closer to thex-axis, than the corresponding V1-responses." That is, in the corrected version, Models V1 and V2 switch their roles. Finally, the last sentence in the conclusions should be corrected as follows: "it can be recognized, that for increasing values ofḡ the responsesŪ decrease in all cases and in particular the responses due to V3 are larger than those due to the other two models, meaning V3 is less stiff compared to the other two models".
It is emphasized, however, that all corrections made are formal and by no means affects the theoretical conclusions of the paper. 
